text size measures (McCarthy & Jarvis 2010) . A comparison of some measures of morphological complexity suggests that TTR is doing reasonably well. worked with parallel texts, which cannot be done in my situation, but I perform all comparisons on texts of equal lengths. (Koizumi & In'nami 2012) , while higher thresholds yield too few datapoints. For every threshold n, the following procedure is repeated: posts shorter than n are discarded, for every other post, all three measures are calculated using the first n tokens. I fit then a mixed-effect regression model with an LD measure as the response variable, Speaker type (L1 vs. L2) as a main effect and Author as a random effect and perform a likelihoodratio test against a null model without the Speaker type predictor.
Speaker type is a significant predictor for English (TTR and HD-D; all thresholds) and French (MTLD; threshold 200). For English, both TTR and HD-D show that L2 production is less complex, for French, MTLD shows that it is more complex. In all cases, the slopes are small, but not negligible. All other combinations of language, measure and threshold do not give significant results, but the observed differences suggest that Italian behaves like English, while Spanish behaves like French.
In the talk I review these results and potential reasons for differences between English and French. I also discuss implications for typological theories outlined in the first paragraph (can it be that L2 speakers create a pressure towards simplification in some cases, but not others?). Finally, I turn to methodological issues of measuring complexity of natural written production using unannotated corpora.
Speaking of methodological issues, it should be noted that there are several potential confounds. First, the results can be affected by orthographical variation. Second, different L1 backgrounds of L2 speakers may play a role. Factoring these parameters into analysis and including other types of measures than LD-based ones are natural further steps.
